: Visual representation of bird visits at a feeding station. Individual birds, indicated by their unique ring number, are aligned on the y-axis and time is plotted on the x-axis. This example shows data from a period of two hours at one feeder (4b) on March 3rd 2013. Single recordings of the birds' PIT tags by the RFID antenna attached to the feeder are indicated by blue dots. Using a machine learning algorithm based on a Gaussian mixture model we split the continuous data stream into discrete gathering events (indicated by pink shaded areas). White areas between gathering events were times where no bird was detected at the feeder. The release of a sparrowhawk model at 11:25:13 is indicated by a vertical black line.
: Histogram giving the distribution of the number of attacks experienced by each bird. 129 birds (46%) were present at only one gathering event when a hawk model was released. The median number of simulated attacks experienced by a single bird was 2, with an interquartile range of 1-3. Figure S3 : (a) Time gap between the gathering event when the attack happened (or the 'imagined attack' in the pre-and post-treatment control conditions) and the next gathering event afterwards at the same feeder. This is equivalent to the time between the last bird leaving the feeder following an attack and the first bird returning to the feeder thereafter. (b) Number of birds present in the first gathering event after an attack (or 'imagined attack'). We make the null assumption that all birds in a set of individuals that were observed in either of two consecutive gathering events (termed "Before" and "After") are, in fact, in the vicinity of the feeder for the whole duration and that any differences in group composition of the two events is due to random sampling from the birds present, alone. This can be visualized as an urn problem (1), where we independently draw (without replacement) first b individuals from the set of u individuals (2), and thereafter from the full set of u individuals (3), again without replacement, a individuals (4). We want to know, how likely it is that we get, in such a case, an overlap ( ∩ ) as large as the observed one (5). In other words, we want to know (| ∩ |)|{ , , }. (blending) . In order to visualize the behaviour of the three indices we plotted the indices for fixed group sizes of birds present during the first event ("before") of N=10 (b, d, f) and N=20 (c,e, g), with the group size of the birds present in the second event ("length") plotted on the x axis and the number of birds present in both events ("overlap") .998, slope: 392s), indicating a linear relationship between event number and median waiting time. The waiting time for the 9 th subsequent gathering event equates, therefore, to approximately 1 hour (3528s).
Supplementary Results
Using automated feeding stations allows recording all birds fitted with pit tags and visiting the feeders, however we are blind to birds that are not fitted with pit tags (which are estimated to be less than 10 percent based on recapture rates during mist netting in the vicinity of feeders, see ref. 39) and we are also blind to birds that join flocks at feeders but do not take seeds from the feeder (as the antenna at the feeder reads only pit tags of birds landing on the perch in front of the feeder opening). In order to discuss how likely it is that birds are present in the area around the feeders but are not recorded we did the following: (1) We evaluated the proportion of birds found during the breeding season and fitted with pit tags in preceding years which were never recorded at feeders. Some of those birds might have left the area, as it is a frequently observed phenomenon that great tits and blue tits move closer to rural settlements during the winter, and such observations have also been made in the surrounding of Wytham woods. Yet, a part of those birds missing in the wither logging record might be still in the area but do not use the feeders. While we cannot distinguish between these two scenarios, the number of birds missing in the winter logging record can, at least, give an upper bound (though, quite likely an over-estimation) of the proportion of birds that are present but unrecognized. Out of the 999 pit-tagged birds (blue tits and great tits) recaptured during the breeding season 2014, 194 birds (19.4%) have not been recorded at feeders in the winter before. (2) We asked whether there are birds which are prevented from visiting the feeders by the presence of other birds. The presence of such 'subordinate' birds might inflate our estimates of new arrivals after attack events. (The 'new arrivals' might be just birds who were already in the area of the feeder but were prevented from visiting the feeders by the presence of other birds.) We therefore asked (a) whether there are birds who visit feeders only on their own, (b) whether there are birds which predominantly visit feeders in the second half of a gathering event, (c) whether those birds that 'moved in' after an attack were at other occasions seen together with those birds leaving the feeder. Out of the 3139 birds observed feeding at loggers only 4 birds were never seen to feed together (in the same gathering event) with other birds. Almost all birds were equally often seen in the first and the second half of a gathering event (average ratio: 0.499 ± 0.028 SD). For building this ratio we excluded those birds which were recorded in less than 10 distinct gathering events (as the ratio would be inconclusive for smaller counts), reducing our sample to 2794 birds. Only 15 out of those 2794 birds clearly deviated from a balanced ratio: 8 birds being seen more often in the first half of gathering events and 7 birds being seen predominantly in the second half of gathering events (based on individual  2 tests with =0.05, though no significant deviations would be found when correcting for multiple testing). Out of the 1586 pairings of birds leaving a feeder after an attack and birds newly arriving at this feeder in the next gathering event, there were only 32 cases (2%) where those two birds were never observed together in a gathering event. This gives no indication that birds newly arriving after an attack are avoiding those birds which were leaving the feeder after an attack. Summarizing we can, therefore, say that the overall size of flocks (considering blue tits and great tits) might be up to a maximum of 30% larger than reported. However, this holds true for both pre-and post-attack gathering events and as such this does not affect the reported effects. We could not find indications that birds were excluded from visiting feeders at any phase of a gathering event or that newly arriving birds were avoiding those birds leaving a feeder. (11) 106 (15) Out of the 77 times that birds moved to another feeder it happened 10 times that a pair of birds moved to another feeder, one time three birds moved together and two times four birds moved together to another feeder. In two out of the 10 cases that two birds were moving to another feeder, the respective birds were breeding partners in the following breeding season. Breeding status refers to the breeding season after the experiment and 'partner present' or 'partner absent' to the presence or absence of the breeding partner during the gathering event in which the attack happened. 
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